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General Accounting Office

Increasing Public Use And Benefits
From Surplus Federal Reql Property

Since 1944 the Federa! Government has
transferred surplus real property to agencies
and nonprofit institutions for use in health,
educational, park, recreational, airport, or
other pubiic benefit programs. Many of the
properties have been held by grantees for as
long as 3C vyears. If not used as intended,
the Federal Government can either reclaim
them or require payment.

Many graritees have not fulfilled their part
of the agreement to provide a public ,enefit.
One of the main reasons is lack of :dequate
monitoring of development by responsible
executive agencies.

CAQ recommends that these executive
agencies establish a more aggressive monitor.
ing and enforcement program to insure
continued use and development of the pro-
perty in accordance with an approved devel-
opment plan or reclaim it and return the title
to the Government when the nroperty is not
being used or developed for the purposes
transferred.
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The Honorable

The Administrator of General Services

The Secretary of the Interior

The Secretary ot Transpor*ation

The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare

This report discusses the agencies' activities in
monitoring Federal real property transferred to public
agencies and nonprofit instituticns for continued use and
benefit to the public.

We discussed this report with agency officials and
their comments are incorporated where appropriate.

We are sending copies of this report to the Chairmen,
Hcuse and Senate Committees on Appropriations; House Com-
mittee on Government Operations; Senate Committee on
Governmental Affairs; and to the Director, Office of

Management and Budget.

R. W. Gutmann
Director




GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE INCREASING PUBLIC USE AND
REPORT TO THE BENEFITS FROM SURPLUS
ADMINISTRATOR OF GENERAL SERVICES FEDERAL REAL PROPERTY
SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION
SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR
SECRETARY CF HEALTH, EDUCATION,

AND WEIFARE

Since 1944 the Faderal Government has
transferred to public agencies and
nonprofit institutions real property

that has been determined to be no longer
required by any Federal aguncy. Trans-
fers are generally made at no cost to

the grantees and are intended to provide

¢ continuing public benefit through use

in health, edacational, park, recreational,
airport, or other public benefit programs.
If the property is not used as intended,
the Federal Government can either reclaim
it or require payment.

MIXED PROGRAM RESULTS

Many surplus properties transferred to
public agencies and nonprofit institutions
have benefit2d the public. For others,
however, grantees have not fulfilied their
part of the agreement tc provide a public
benefit. (See pp. 4 and 6.)

Among 62 problem properties GAO examined,

==27 had not us=.n develop:d or were not
being used as intended and

--31 haa been only partly developed or
used. (See p. 38.)

GAO also found that 26 of the properties
were being used by the grantees for un-
authorized purposes, primarily leasing

for agricultural or related purposes for
which revenues were derived. Except for
airport properties, many revenue-producing

Taar S‘w; Upon removal, the repoit
tover date should be noted hereon. ;
1 LCD-78-332



activities had not teen approved by
the sponsoring Federal agencies. (See
pp. 30 to 33 and 38.)

Airport transfers are unique in that por-
tions of the property can be designated

for nonaviation activities to produce
revenue to develop or maintain the air-
port. However, the revenues have been
diverted to other than airport activities,
such as funding municipal government opera-
tions. (See pp. 28 and 29.)

There are several reasons for tne property
not being developed; the most common reason
is the inability of grantees to generate
funas to develop the property and Federal
agencies' lack of adequate monitoring of its
nse., (See pp. 21 to 25.) Grantees have haa
the properties for extended periods of
tire, many for as long as 20 years. They
have either not fully developed the properties
or hav2 used them to generate revenues
for thei: own purposes without any major
~kje-tions from the sponsoring Federal
..ncies.  (See pp. 7, 10, 15, and 28 to 33.)

Sponscring Federal agencies seldom exercise
tteir opticn for reclaiming property and
«rnsidering alternative disposal actions

¢35 a means of achieving continued public
a2rnefits. (See p. 34.)

richer than have the property remain un-~
develnped and not used or used for pur-
poses which do not provide benefits to

the gensral public, GAO believes that the
property should =2ither be made available

to other public agencies or the General Services
Acministration should dispose of it by

sale. 1In addition tc¢ funds accruing to

the Federal Government, sale of the property
could increase the tax base and provide

a continuing eccnomic benefit to a community.
(See p. 34.)

Sponsoring Federal agencies should either
(1) work with . 2 grantees to make sure
that the proper y will be fully developed
*0 benefit the public or (2) in cases where
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the grantees cannot or will not develop
the property, take action necessary to
return it to the Federal Government.
(See p. 35.)

GAO believes that the General Services Admin-
istration has not played a strong enough
role in controlling and administering tne
program. It lacks accurate inventory
records and does not systematically review
activities of monitoring aacencies. Based

on its records, General Services does

not know which properties have been trans-
ferred or what has happened to them.

(See pp. 20 and 2i.)

RECOMMENDATIONS

fo strengthen program administration and
management of the surplus real property
program, GAO recommends that the Adminis-
trator of General Services, in coordination
with othi<r sponsoring Federal agencies,
take actiovins necessary to:

--Compile and maintain an inventory of
surplus real property conveyed with
Federal restrictions.

--Establish and maintain records on program
activities, includ:ng number of properties
under Federal restriction, number reviewed,
and the number in noncompliance.

--Strengthen GSA's involvement for insuring
program compliance by establishing systema-
tic controls for reporting on compliance
investigations by the various Federal
agencies.

To improve program control and increase

public use and benefits from Federal surplus
real propzrty, GAO recommerds that the
Secretaries J>f Transportation, the Interior, and
Health, Education, and Welfare take actions
necessary to:

--Require more critical reviews of applica-
tions for property to assure that property is

JXaar Shest L a s
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transferred to applicants whn can (1)
achieve the desired public benefits

and (2) have a realistic plan to main-
tain; develop, and use the property re-
quested.

--Establish an aggressive monitoring and
enforcement program to ensure continued
use and development of the property in
accordance with the approved development
plan.

--Develop uniform guidelines and procedures
for revenue-producing activities, includ-
ing adequate control on reporting, use,
and disposition of funds.

~~-Reclaim the property and retuvn title to
the Federal Government where property or
any substantial portion of i: is not be-
ing used or developed for the purpose
conveyed ana in accordance with the
transfer terms,

AGENCIES' COMMENTS

GAO discussed a draft of this report with
ofticials of General Services; Health,
Education, and welfare; Interior; Heritage
Conservation and Recreation Service; 1/
and the Federal Aviation Administr-tion.

General Services agreed with the report
and officials said that they have taken

a more positive role by inspecting selec-
ted properties subject to public use re-
strictions. (See p. 21.)

The Federal Aviation Administration did

not comment on GAO's recommendations.

The other two agencies generally agreed

with the recommendations. They agreed

that the properties have remained under-
developed but cited circumstances sur-
rounding each of the cases included in the
review. (See pp. 7, 8, 14, 18, and 23 to 25).

1/Formerly Department of the Interior,
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation.
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CHAPTER 1

INTROCCUCTION

Since 1944, the Fedetal Government has trancsferred surplus
real property to public agencies and nonprofit institutions.
1he preperty, including land, buildinas, and other facilities
such as airfields, is no longer neeced by any Federal agency.
The transfers are intendec tgo provide continued public benefit
tnrough specific uses in health, education. park, recreation,
airport, wildlife conservation, and other public benefit pro-
crams. The properties are usually transferred at no cost to
the recicient.

Through fiscal year 1977, property with an acquisition
value of over $1.4 billion haa been transferred for heslth
wna educational purposes. Value of property tranzferred
IOor parks and recreational purposes was estimated at $292
million. A market value for surplus airport property is
not aetermined when such property is conveyed. Thus, an
estimated value for the 645 surplus airport properties
which have been transterred was not available. However,

& General Services Administration (GSA) report showed that
the 20 airport properties transferreaq auring fiscal year
1976 nad an acquisition value of over $63 millinn. An in-
ventory on properties transferred for wildlife conservation
purposes was not availabple.

FEDERAL AGENCIES' RESPONSIBILITIES

naer the Federal Property and Adm:inistrative S>rvices
Act of 1949, GSA is responcsiple foc the surplus real property
Program. GSA determines wnen property 1s surplius to the
needs of the Federal Government and advertises its availability
to State and local public ajencies.

The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW)
reviews and apptoves applications for property of interest
to health and educational organizations, GSA assiagns the prop-
erty to HEW tor transfer to the public agency or nonprofit
institution. HEW is tnen responsible for seeing that the
grantees use the property as agreed.



ror park and recreation property, the Department of
the Interior's Bureau of Outwoor kecreation (BCR) 1/ approves
the applicaticns, and GSA assigns the property to BOR for
transfer to the yrantee. BCR is then responsible for over-
seeing the use of the property.

In arriving at the sale value of the property, HEW and
BOR make an allowance for any public benefit which has accrued
or may accrue to the United States through continued use of
tne propeity. Both apply a public benetit discount to the
fair market value of the property, as determined by GSA.
The discoun: ailowances range from 50 to 100 percent. The
discount ai.owance applied to most surplus properties has
been 100 percent; that is, most have been transterred at no
cost to the recipient.

keai property transferred for a public airport is conveyed
airectiy to applicante by GSA after recommendation by the
Federal Aviation Aaministration (FAA). Such property is
transferred at no cost to the recipient. FAA is responsible
tor seeing that the donatea airport property is used for
that purpose.

GSA approves applications for surplus real property
suitavole tor wila'ife conservation ana ls responsible for
overseeing the use of this groperty.

It GSA determines tnat the propertv will not be best us-ca
oy a public agency or ncnprotit applicant, 1t puts the prop-
erty up tor public sale.

The rederal agency sponsoi ing the public beefit convey-
ance venerally is responsiple for (1) aetermining and enforc-
ing cowpliance with the terms of transfer and (2) amend ing
transfe:r instruments oi r2claiming property waich is nct
peing used for the purpose intended. On properties trans-
ferred tor teport purposes, the law 2/ provides that the
£ ministrator of FAA is solely responsible for d:term.n-
ing and enforcing compliance with the terms, conditions,

1/In January 1370 the activity responsiole for these functions
was renames Herltage (uncervation and kacregtion Service
(hCrS). Fioperties discussea in this rceport were cnnveyed
oy BCk and we nave used that agency designation in our dis-
cussion of vhem.

¢/5U U.S5.C. App. 1620 1970.



and restrictions included in the conveyance document. For
other properties (healtn, recreac:on, etc.) the sponsoring
agency 1i1s responsible tor monitoring and enfnarcing compliance,
but the Fecderal Property management Regulations provideas

that GSA has overall responsibility to assure that the pro-
gram 1s peing operated as intended.

Appendix I outlines the Federal approval, conveying and
compl iance review agencies, the eligible recipients, sales
price discount or preference, and legal authority for each
program category.

RESTRICTIONS ON PROPERTY USE

Restrictions are ncorporated into a deed to (1) assure
that the property is u. a according to tne approved utiliza-
tion pilan, (2) prohibit the sale, lease, or disposal of prop-
erty without the express consent of the Federal agency
conveying the property, and (3) reserve the right of the
Federal Government to reclain property for breach of any of
the transfer conditions. Recipients of property :onveyed for
nealth, education, park, and recreatinn Furposes are required
to report periodically on the use of the property.

The period during which the res*rictions abply varies
based on the intended use of the property ana when it was
transferred.

Internded use Restrictive period

Alrport Into parpetuity
wilclife conservation Ints perpetuity
BPark and recrzation:

Transferred sirnce Janaoary 1965 Into perpotu:ty

Iransferre® prior <c Jenuaiy 1965 ?0 years
dealth and Education:

Transferred since 1966 30 years

Transferreda prior to 146% Generally 20

vears

Grantees can obtain a reiease from the testrictions
with appropriate apprivals. Grancees of health anc¢ educa-
cional properties ~an nulllicy the restrictions by paying
the [air market value less apprepriace credit for any period
that the property was used Froperly . .. -~ipients of park
and recreation properties can subsrtit._ce property of equal
Or greater recreational value tor the transferred proger oy,
with the substituted property veina subject to the orivinal



restrictions. Airport property can be released if the
Secretary of Transportation determines that the property

no longer serves the purpose for which it was transferred
and that the release is necessary to protect or advance U.S.
interests in civil aviation.

REALIZED PUBLIC BENEFITS

Public benefits should accrue after surplus property is
conveyed to public agencies and nonprofit institutions
(grantees) by Federal agencies. Examples of public benefits
are new and expanded schools, health facilities, parks,
and airports. The benefits result from development and use
of property in accordance with the planned public purposes.
Many surplus properties transferred to public agencies and
nonprofit institutions are being used as intended and are
creating significant public benefit.

~--In 1966 HEW transferred 45 acres to the Pioneer
Joint Vocational School, Shelby, Ohio, at no
cost. By July 1977 the school employed 68 teachers
and 32 support personnel. About 960 students in
grades 11 and )2, and 200 adults in evening classes
were attending classes. Construction had also
begun on an additicn to increase the building
capacity to 1,500.

--In 1963 BOR transferred 138 acres to Des Moines,
Iowa, for 50 percent of the propecrty value. The
property is being used for a child-en's zoo, a
picnic park, and a 9-hcle golf course. The latest
utilization report showed that visits totaled
about 125,000 annually.

SCOPE OF REVIEW

We reviewed the policies, procedures, and practices of
agencies responsible for the conveyance of Federal surplus
real property to determine the controls employed to assure
proper use of the property. We also reviewed conveyed prop-
erty inventory records and agency compliance reviews and
procedures covering grantee revenue-nroducing activities.
Our review was performed at the headquarters and selected
field offices of the four ageacies.

Among 1,350 conveyed properties on record, we reviewed
62 where compliance prohlems were evident. We inspected
and photographed th:se selected proper:ies, reviewed avail-
able records, and interviewed agency and grantee officials.



In addition, we made preliminary inquiries into other prop-~
erties, including some shown in the records as being in com-
pliance.

The review was performed at the following Federal
agencies and grantees.

--GSA Headquarters and regions V (Chicago), VI
(Kansas City), IX (San Francisco), and X (Seattle).

—--HEW Headquarters and regions V (Chicago), VII (Kansas
City), IX (San Francisco), and X (Seattle).

--BOR Headquarters and Lake Central (Ann Arbor, Michigan),
Mid-Continent (Denver), Pacific Southwest (San Francisco),
and Northwest (Seattle) regions.

--FAA Headquarters and Great Lakes (Des Plaines, Illinois),
central (Kansias City), western (Los Angeles), and north-
west (Seattle) regions.



CHAPTER 2

REQUIRED PUBLIC USE AND BENEFITS NOT ALWAYS REALIZED

The conveyance of surplus Federal real property to
public agencies and nonprofit institutions is authorized by
law to attain specific public benefits. In many cases the
grantees have not ccmplied with their contractual agreements
to develop the proverty. School and health facilities were
not built and parks and airports were not developed or main-
tained. 1In many of the same and other cases, the grantees
were using the property <or unauthorized purposes and/or
revenue-~-producing activities, without approval of the spon-
soring Federal age:rcies.,

Federal agenc:es responsible for monitoring development
and use of conveyed property have not done so effectively.
They have generally failed to determine the extent of non-
compliance and, when warranted, revert conveyed property to
the Federal Government. This has permitted property to re-
main unavailable to the public for many years, precluding
timely reversion and consideration of alternative disposal
for increasing public benefits.

We selected, for detailed review, 62 conveyed properties
with indications of noncompliance. Our review confirmed that
none of these were in compliance for one or more reasons.

The most prevalent reason was misuse or nondevelopment of
the property.

Because the conveyances reviewed were not selected by
statistical sampling techniques from the universe of conveyed
prope. .ies, the results of our review are not purported to
be representative of the compliance status of all conveyed
properties. However, we did scan the files on other conveyed
properties and made inquiries and field visits on these addi-
tional cases. The latter inquiries confirmed that public
benefits are being realized from surplus properties for
recreaicion, education, and other purposes, but it also in-
dicated that some properties are not in compliance. 1In
some of the latter cases, however, records of the sponsovring
Federal agency show the grantees to be in compliance.

Properties conveyed for wildlife conservation are less
susceptible to nondevelopment problems. They usually remain
in a natural state to provide refuge or hunting areas. Air-
port properties also do not usually require much development
because they are former military airfields with runwvays,
hangars, and other aviation facilities. The principal problem



with airport Properties we reviewed is little or no use for
aviation purposes. Concerning properties transferred for
health, education, parks, and recreation, lack of develop~
ment, such as new construction and renovation, was a par-
ticular problem.

Each responsible Federal agency was remiss in monitoring
development and use of conveyed property. Chapter 3 deals
with properties that were being used for unauvthorized pur-~
poses and to generate income. :

PRCPERTY CONVEYED FOR HEALTH AND
EDUCATION PURPOSE

Our review at HEW included 20 properties conveyed for
health and education purposes. At the time of transfer,
these properties had a fair market value totaling about
$6.1 million. All the properties, with exception of two,
were conveyed at no cost to the recipients.

At the time of our review, HEW required that develop-
ment be started within 12 months of the date of transfer or,
where major construction was contemplated, within 18 months,
HEW revised its requlations in November 1977 to extend the
period for starting construction to 36 months. These regu-
lations provide for penalty payments or disposal actions if
time limitations are not met.

Although the properties have been in the hands of
grantees for extended periods of time, they have not been
fully develnped to provide the public benefits. Only one
piece of property, valued at about $3,000, has been fully
developed. For many of the properties, grantees have taken
no development action. Others have bheen only partly devel-
oped, as shown by the following table.

Number of properties
Years since No Partial Full
property was conveyed development development development

3-5 1 1 -
5-10 6 5 -
10 and over 1 _5 1

8 11 1

According to HEW officials, they recognize the convey-
ances we selected for review as problem cases and agree that
the properties have remained undeveloped. However, they did



not elaborate on why they permitted the situations to con-
tinue. For many of the cases, they indicated that they are
working with the grantees to either achieve utilization, under
the original plan, or to revise it for other approved uses.

Those offici;is stated that the Goverrnment has the right
to reclaim title to the propertv but noted that there are many
factors to consider--transferees' interest in the property,
their desire and ability to implement the program, and the
long-ter. public benefit at stake. They also stated that
HEW has now started action on three of the cases to return
the property to the Federal Government.

Concerning unauthorized leasing, those officials stated
that in one case the grantee has now remitted an amount rep-
resenting the fair rental value. For two other cases, how-
ever, those officials did not agree that the properties were
being leased. 1In our opinion, this position does not recog-
nize the facts and indicates ineffective monitoring. One of
these cases is discussed further on page 23. Those officials
also stated that an aggressive compliance program is being
carried cut. We believe that the lack of development and the
lack of HEW action to reclaim title to the property indicates
otherwise, as illustrated by the following example.

Public benefitg planned for health and education have not
been received from property transferred to the Milwaukee Area
Technical College, Milwaukee, Wisconsin. In July 1970 HEW
transferred 62 acves, including 61 buildings, to the college
to serve as a branch campus. The property, valued at over
$800,000, was transferred at no cost to the recipient. The
groposed complex included permanent facilities to house a
Manpower Industrial Training Center and adult and technical
programs, such as firefighting, large truck driving, and
operation of heavy earthmoving and construction machinery.

The school's application cited an urgent need for these
educational facilities. According to the school, about
850 prospective students had been turned away the preceding
fall. Also it had 29 classes operating in temporary facili-
ties and/or on double shifts. The proposed development was
to accommodate a student enrollment of 1,000 to 1,200 stu-
dents. The school proposed to renovate and remodel about
one-third of the buildings, including a hospital for training
in medic2lly-related occupations and a new gymnasium.

Three vears later, GSA reported that the school had
provided no protection or maintenance for the buildings. As
a result, property conveyed as useable buildings capable of



being converted to educational uses had been vandalized to
such an extent that rehabilitation appeared to be impossible.
The City of Milwaukee declared the area a public nuisaince and
condemned the structures in the interest of health and satfety
ot the surrounding community. The city had the buildings
razed and placed a lien of about $132,000 on the propertyv to
pay wrecking costs. Since 1973 the land has been used mini-
mally for surveying classes and other field laboratory
studies.

As noted above HEW was aware of the 3chool's noncompli-
ance for about the past 7 years but believed that the school
has acted in good faith and that revestment proceedings would
be counterproductive. It is doubtful that the property will
ever be used for construction of educational facil ies as
proposed. Such use has been blocked by local oppn tion
favoring use of the property as a conservation area.

Following our review, HEW proposed an agreement wherehy
the originally proposed development would be started by July
1980, 10 years after the property was originally conveyed,
and completed no later than Juiy 1968 or else the property
would revert to the Federal Government. However, the school
has not accepted HEW's proposal and has indicated that it is
relinquishing its rights to the property.

We discussed thix with PEW headquarters officials in
June 1978 who stated that the school has notified them that:

"It has now been determined by the College and
the City of Milwaukee that it will be in the
best interests of both to locate the College
on an area now owned by the City and to return
the Barracks property to the U.S. for other
disposal."

In our opini.n an aggressive compliance program would have
prevented this situation from dragging on for 8 years.

(See app. III for details on this and other HEW property
transfers reviewed. Specific actions taken on the other prop-
erties have, for the most part, been initiated after we re-
viewed the case.)

PROPERTY CONVEYED FOR PARK AND
RECREATION FURPOSES

Our review included 26 properties conveyed for recrea-
tional purposes. At the time of conveyance, the properties



had a fair market value of about $4.6 million. Most of the
properties were conveyed at no cost to the recipients.

BOR guidelines require that development should begin no
later than the second year after conveyance and that the
per iod ot development not exceed a consecutive l0-year period.

The properties have been in the hands of grantees for
extended periods of time--several for over 15 years and one
tor over 20 years--and have not been fully developed. Of the
26 croperties reviewed, 17 had no development and 9 had only
partial developmends The foilowing table shows the period
of time grantees have had these properties.

Number of properties
Years since No - Partial Full
property was conveyed development development development

3-5 4 3 -

5-10 7 4 -

10-20 6 1 -
"0 and over = 1 =
17 9 -

The public benefits expected from use of these properties
have not materialized. 1In some cases, public use has been
prohibited by the recipient. For example, in November 1965
BOR transfecrred to the State of Washington 204 acres and
several buildings for development of the Fort Ebey State Park,
whidbey Island, Washington. In July 1974 BOR conveyed an
agditional 20 acres and 2 buildings for the same development.
The proposed development included an administrative area,
shelters, comfort stations, utilities, parking areas, and
overnight camping sites to serve a potential 164,000 people
annually.

A timetable for development was not established until
1974, 9 years later. At that time the proposed development
program was reduced in scope and scheduled for completion
auring the period 1975-77.

As of October 1977, there had been no development and,

as shown by the photograph on page 11, the property was
closed to the public.
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ENTRANCE W.TH CABLE-CLOSING ENTRY TO THE PUPLIC.

In July 1978 BOR officials stated that the property had
contained several ammunition bunkers and that their concern,
over the years, had been to insis*t that the State take ade-
quate measures to prevent the public from entering these
hazardous bunkers. They stated that they have worked with
the State parks director to get gtate funds for the develop-
ment and that initial development is now underway. They also
statea that the property is open for recreational use but didg
not comment on whenr the cable, pictured above, was removed.

In another transfer, BOR conveyed 39 acres and 6 build-
ings to the King County Park and Recreation Department,
Seattle, Washington, in 1967. The approved utilization
program specified the installation of water and sanitary
facilities, picnic and Play acres, and nature trails over a
3-year period. The grantee has held the pProperty for almost

11



10 years and has not developed it. As shown by the photograph
below, the property was fenced off and closed to the public.

LOCKED ENTRANCE GATE WiTH “NO TRESPASS' SIGN,
DEBRIS, OVERGROWTH, AND DETERIORATED BUILDING
IN BACKGROUND.

N

In commenting on a draft of this report, BOR officials
stated that safety reasons had limited public use until the
p:operty was developed and agreed that it was not developed.
Nevertheless, they did not agree that the property was not
open to the public. They stated that the property is open
to organized groups who make advanced arrangements to use
it. They noted that:

“We have now received from the county, the first
element of a revised program of utilization;
namely, a comprehensive plan. However, we are
still awaiting a development schedule which would
commit the county to a timetable. We anticipate

12



we will receive this soon and it will provide
in the immediate future for general public use
on a portion of the property. If it does not
and we are not successful in negotiating such
an arrangement, we will take measures to revert
the property."

Over 10 years after conveyance, BOR is still negotiating with
the grantee to make use of the croperty.

In 1974, BOR transferred 67 acres to the Johnson County,
Kansas, Park Board for development of a park and recreati-n
facilities. The proposed development included planting
trees; setting up athletic fields, picnic areas, and play-
grounds; and building she.ters and restrooms.

The agreement included a schedule for development which,
at the time of our visit almost 4 years later, should have
been well underway; however, nothing had been done. While
there was a sign indicating a future park site, the property
was fenced and motorized vehicles were prohibited. The
grantee said that due to lack of funds, the land could re-
main undeveloped for many years. As shown by the photograph
On page 14, the property was also posted with a sign barring
Public use. (See app. IV for details on BOR property trans-
fers reviewed.)

13



UNDEVELOPED PROPERTY WITH SARBED WIRE FENCE
AND ““U. S. GOVERNMENT NO TRESPASSING" SIGN.

In commenting on a draft of this report, BOR officials
addressed each of the casef reviewed. 1In three of the cases
they did not agree that the properties had not been developed ar
originally planned. 1In the remainder of the cases they did
not disagree.

As noted earlier the property was conveyed for develop-
ment and use in accordance with an approved program of utili-
zation. In 17 of the 26 cases reviewed, BOR officials noted
that the grantees' utilization program either had been or
would be revised. While we recognize that circumstances
change and some of the programs probably should have been
revised, we believe that some may also have been changed to
agree with what the grantees are doing. This is illustrated
by the sequence of events involving cthe property shown in
appendix III as Case No. 3.
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November 1972--Property was conveyed to grantee.

November 6, 1974--Grantee proposed that the proparty be
used as a public hunting area with no
formal development for outdoor recrea-
tional purposes.

November 21, 1974--BOR infuormed grantee that such use is
too restrictive and not an acceptable
recreational use.

June 21, 1976--Grantee offered to return the property

to the Federal Government should the pro-
posed use {(hunting) conflict with Federal
guidelines.

August 6, 1976--BOR approved the grantee's request.

PROPERTY CONVEYED FOR AIRPORT PURPOSES

Fifteen properties transferred for airport purposes were
reviewed. These properties were conveyed to public agencies
for “"development, improvement, operation, or maintenance of
a public airport." 1/

Airport properties are transferred at no cost to the
recipient. Aappraisals were not performed and we were unable
to establish property values at the time of transfer. Except
for one G-year-0ld transfer, the grantees have had the prop-
erties for about 30 years.

Many of the airport properties reviewed were not bene-
fiting the public: two had been closed and eight others had
very little or no aeronautical activity. Rather than main-
taining or developing public airports, grantees are, for the
most part, using the properties as revenue sources. These
uses and dispositions of revenues generated are discussed in
more detail in chapter 3.

FAA has not effectively monitored the use of these prop-
erties nor acted to insure the maintenance or development of
public airports. For example, the Galveston, Indiana, airport
has had very little use since it was conveyed in 1947, and in
November 1971, it was officiaily closed. Since conveyance the
property has, for the most part, been leased for farming.
Misuse of the property and the deteriorated condition of

1/Authority for conveying surplus airport property--
section 13(g) of the Surplus Property Act of 1944, as
amended.
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airport facilities was summarized inr a February 1977 memorandum
between FAA offices in the Great Lakes Region:

-"?he last inspection of this airport took place on
December 9, 1976, between representat1v9s of this
office, the Sponsor, the Sponsor‘'s Attorney ana the
Aeronautics Commission of Indiana. The pavement is
in very pcor condition. The bituminous material is
severely weathered with numerous cracks which are
filled with vegetation. The bituminous binder is
badly oxidized and haus lost its binding qualities
and elasticity. Vegetation has just about taken
over all of the paved surface which makes it very
difficult, even when walking over the area, to
distinguish the paved area froc: the unpaved area.
Any effort to rehabilitate the paved area would
require total reconstruction. It is quite ap~
parent that the Town of Galveston has not been
maintaining the airport and in fact closed it in
November 1971. However, the Town has been farming
all the airport land except for the paved area
since the property was deeded to them in 1947."

The photograph below was taken during our November 1977
visit.

TALL WEEDS GROW THROUGH THE BAULY DETERIORATED
AIRPORT RUNWAY IN GALVESTON, INDIANA.
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in January 1978--over 30 years after the property was
conveyed--FAA advised the Gaivaston Board of Aviation that
it would be held in default unless corrective actions were
takea within 90 days.

in June 1978 FAA headgquarters officials advised us that:

"By letter dated April 5, an extension of time was
granted based on the sponsor's intention to re-
activate the airport if favorable airspace was
received from the FAA and Bunker Hil] AFB. We
anticipate that the airport will be open to the
public this fall."

They alzo stated that on several occasinns. FAA has advised
the town of Galveston to stop diverting airport funds to the
town's general fund. They estimated that the town had about
$100,000 in its "cash and investment" fund which, according
to them, wiil be used for airport development, operation, and
maintenance. They stated that upon reactivation of the air-
port, they would request a detailed accounting of the airport
account. They did not comment on why they permitted the
situation to exist for so long or what actinns they plan to
take if the airport is not reactivated. FAA also did not
commnent on “he need for reectablishing this airpoart facility.
Apparer-ly there has bewen little or nc need for the Galveston
Airpor: throughout its civil existence. 1In acddition to its
record of very limited asrorautical use, the gquestionable
need for the airport is illustrated by the following.

-~Galveston Board of Aviation Commissioners informed
us that the airport would never be reopened due to
low aeronautic usage, air space conflicts, and the
cost of reconditioning the landing strip. They
noted that there are two other airpo.ts within
10 miles which are having difficulty supporting
their operations due to a lack of major aeronautical
demand in the area.

~-A :970 FAA staff Study noted nine airports within
19 miles of Galveston.

--An FAA airspace study in 1976 did not favor reopen-
ing Galveston since it would create substantial air
traffic control problems for Grissom Air Force Bacge.
Srissom management in 1975 stated "for the record’
that any airfield activity developed at the Galveston
Airport site would cause a flight safety hazard for
their military field.
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--The Aeronautic _ommission of Indiana has studied
Galveston's ae:onautical need and concluded that other
sufficient airports serve the area so that it would
not be detrimental if this community had no airport.

In view of the FAA studies and these comments concerning
the need for another airport, FAA should reassess the need
for reestablishing this property as an airport.

In another instance the New Jerusalem Airport near
Tracy, California, was conveyed to the city of Tracy in 1948
for airport purposes. The airfield has no based aircraft
and is used primarily as a basc fcr crop dusting. Besides a
runway and taxiway, there are no aviation facilities at this
394-acre site. An additional parallel runway and its taxi-
way, included in the 1948 conveyance, have been closed and
are being used for hay storage. The runway and taxiway are
wavy, and an irrigaticn ditch has been installed at the edge
of the pavement along the full length ot the open runway.

All the land is cultivated, including the area between
the active runway and taxiway. Also, when we visited the prop-
erty site, there were two operating natural gas wells adjacent
to the runways as shown in the photographs on page 19.

FAA records show that the latest compliance inspection
of this property was in May 1970.

In commenting on a draft of this report, FAA headquarters
officials agreed that the properties have remained undevei. 2d
as airports. Although FAA is responsible for determining and
enforcing compliance with the term of the conveying agree-
ment, headquarters officials stated that they perform the
compliance program on a complaint basis only due to higher
priority programs.

Concerning the use of the properties to produce revenues
and diverting the revenues for unauthorized purposes, FAA
officials stated that:

“Our compliance responsibility is to assure that
all the income received by the grantee from use of
airport property goes into the airport account to
operate, develop, and maintain the airport."”

In all cases reviewed, some of the airport property was being
uced for revenue-producing activities. At 12 of the sites,
th> revenues were being diverted to activities other than
maintaining and developing the airports. Six of the diver-
sions had been approved by FAA, six had not.
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NATURAL GASWELL ADJACENT TO EXISTING

RUNWAY AND IRRIGATION DITCH ALONG SIDE OF
RUNWAY.

NATURAL GAS WELL ADJACENT TO SECOND
RUNWAY NOT IN USE.
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(S~e app. V for details on selected properties transferred
+0r public airports which were reviewed.)

LACK OF COORDINATED PROGRAM
ADMINISTRATION BY GSA

The sponsoring Federal agencies are responsihle for de~
termining and enforcing compliance with the terms and condi-
tions of property conveyances. On property transferred for
airport purposes, the Administrator of FAA is solely respon-
sible for doing so. For other properties, however, GSA, as
the disposal agency, has overall control in the disposal of
surplus real property, including being responsible for monitor-
ing the actions of sponsoring agencies to ensure compliance.

Except for property transferred for pubklic airports,
conveyance of surplus real property and subsequent actions
regarding its development, use, and final disposition are
subject to GSA's scrutiny. Federal Property Management
Regulations provide that, as a disposal agency, GSA:

“* * * shall perform such investigatory functions
as are necessary to insure compliance with the
provisions of the Act and with the regulations,
orders, directives, and policy statements of

the Adminﬁe&:;éir of General Services."
Those regulat®™ns also require that central files of
all compliance inspections be maintained.

GSA, however, has not effectively inspected these proper-
ties to insure program compliance. Except for transfers of
property for wildlife conservation purposes, GSA has not
viewed the monitoring of property after conveyance as part
of its program responsibility.

GSA personnel have spot checked the use of property,
except for public airports, when they were in the vicinity
of property which was conveyed. However, this was done on
an unstructured, "hit or miss,"” time~available basis. There
are neither program or activity guidelines nor any provisions
for review of results and documentation of any actions taken.
Thus, records are spotty, incomplete, and fail to show final
disposition.

GSA does not know how many properties are not being
developed as plannzd or why not because it does not receive
reports related to other Federal agencies' monitoring of the
property. GSA also views its efforts of notifying cognizant
Federal agencies about noncompliance as being ineffective and
having little impact.
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In discussing a draft of this report, GSA officials
agreed with us and stated that they are now more active in
this program znd are scheduling visits to the properties to
determine whether or not the property is being developed or
used as intended. They stated, however, that they have no
authority to initiate reversion actions. They stated that
this is a responsibility of the sponsoring agencies.

SOME REASONS PUBLIC BENEFITS NOT REALIZED

The public's loss of benefits from these properties can
be attributed to (1) grantees' failure to use them as agreed
and (2) Federal agencies' failure to evaluate applications
and enforce agreements.

Factors relating to grantees
Funding limitations and iack of
grantee commitment

In their applications for surplus real property, HEW and
BOR grantees state their willingness and financial ability to
carry out the propesed utilization. Nevertheless, grantees
cite the lack of funds as the most common reason for failing
to use the property as pProposed. 1In some cases, property
development depended on funding from other Federal assist-
ance programs or on local financing, such as bond issues,
which did not materialize. Funding problems were also com-
rounded, in some cases, by grantees failing to provide real-
istic cost estimates.

Grantees may also be overly optimistic in their proposed
utilization of property or may not realistically reflect
property needs in line with program needs. For example,
Elwood, Illinois, with a population of 800, proposed exten-
give development for a i25-acre park which included a museum,
a library, a swimming pool, utilities, athletic fields, etc.
A lack of funds has curtailed development of the property,
although partial development has occurred. Since acquisi-
tion, most of the property has been leased for farming as
the only means of raising funds to develop the property.

Funding may also be related to other problems. For,
example, the deed requires that property be used continuously
for the purpose conveyed and that any breach of the terms
would be a basis for the Government to reclaim the property.
Grantees, however, are usually unwilling to return property
to the Federal Government, even though it has not been
developed or used as intended. Some grantees claimed that
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they have continued rights to the property regardless of its
use and are not required to comply with the deed restrictions.
Others have resisted enforcement efforts by Federal agencies
and have retained property even though they did not intend to
fulfill their commitment.

Projected need for property
did not materialize

For many properties the projected utilization did not
materialize. Usually these projections were for increased
levels of student enrollments and were primarily properties
conveyed by HEW for educational purposes.

In some cases, grantees have been allowed to retain
property even though all of it was not needed. For example,
the Western Nebraska Technical Community College, Sidney,
Nebraska, received 918 acres and 228 buildings from HEW in
1975 for a junior college. Due to lack of enrollment and
funding restrictions, the college has been unable to use all
the property. Furthermore, the ccnveyance exceeded the needs
of the college as it now exists and there were no specific
plans for its use even if the projected enrollment had ma-
terialized. For example, about 60 percent of warehouse
space, covering 300,000 square feet, was not being used as
of November 1977, and there were no plans for using about
400-600 acres.

Federal actions

Inadequate evaluation of applications

Federal agencies have approved applications which have
not always provided basic information on the proposed use of
property. For example, no timetables for development were
proposed in many cases., This made it difficult to monitor
and enforce property utilization since there were no estab-
lished milestones to measure the grantees' performance.

The Federal agencies have not critically reviewesd ap-
plicants' capability to perform in terms of the proposed
development. As noted previcusly, grantees cite their
ability to finance the proposed development. However, this
may be based on contingencies such as Federal assistance
programs or local bond issues, which have not always ma-
terialized. 1In these cases there was no indication that
the Federal agencies attempted to verify information con-
cerning the grantees' capability to perform as proposed.
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In commenting on a draft of this report, HEW and BOR
officials agreed with the importance of critically reviewing
the applications. HEW agreed that the application should
present a realistic development plan but noted that time
schedules are difficult to meet because of State legisla-
tures, the voters, the uniors, and an inflationary economy.
BOR noted that it has always insisted that its staff review
applications critically but will reemphasize it by issuing a
revised surplus property handbook. FAA officials did not
comment on this.

Federal agencies did not always assure maximum public
benefit when evaluating a proposed transfer. For example,
the University of Nebraska acquired 8,420 acres in 1962 and
2,410 acres in 1970 for educational and experimental agri~
cultural research. In both casns, a grantee representative
indicated that it did not need all of the property. However,
HEW offered the property as a total package. Thus, the
grantee requested and received the total acreage. On the
smaller piece of property, the grantee was leasing about
1,280 acres for grazing.

Authorization to lease the property for grazing had not
been obtained from HEW at the time of our visit. HEW head-
quarters officials disagreed that this property was being
leased. They stated on June 19, 1978, that the grantee's
representative had advised them that:

"To the best of his knowledge no land has been
leased, as they (sic) know that this is a viola-
tion of the terms of the deed."

During our review, we obtained a copy of a lease for
grazing during 1977, along with a summary of income from
leases for the period 1974-77. When we advised those offi-
cials of this, they stated that they would investigate it.

They later stated that the university was involved
with an experimental program which required grazing the
land. They stated tl.t initially, the university trucked
cattle from another experiment station but this was costly
and time consuming. Thus, the university decided on the
lecse arrangement for livestock. They stated that the
university did not view this as leasing, per se, but more
as an expedient to further the project. They also stated
that since our visit, the university has terminated the
lease.
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Ineffective monitoring

Although agencies responsible for monitoring the develop-
ment and use of conveyed property are aware of the lack of
development, they have generally not enforced the terrs of
conveyance. Monitoring suffered from the following aknesses.

--The lack of documentation on noncompliance which re-
sults in grantee's inaction and no basis for agency's
followup.

--Incomplete vlans for utilization: (1) time frames and
milestones are not always established, thus inhibiting
measurement of performance; and (2) plans are not up-
dated to reflect changes in property sizes, planned
use, or grantee status.

As stated on page 8, HEW believes that it has an aggres-
sive program for compliance monitoring but noted that it will
stress the need for written approval of changes in time sched-
ules and plans. BOR stated that it has always had a program
designed to ensure development of the property but has in-
structed iis staff to make more frequent irspections of un-
developed property. Concerning airport property, FAA head-
quarters officials stated that FAA's monitoring and compliance
is on a complaint basis, that is, if a user (pilot, tenant,
etc.) complains about something (service, maintenance, etc.),
FAA will investigate it.

Conflicting program goals

Federal agencies do not always enforce restrictions
because they do not want to alienate grantees who may be in-
volved in other agency programs. Regional officials stated
that maintaining gcodwill is essential for developing and
implementing programs relating to schools, hospitals, and
parks. Thus, the agencies hesitate to take such enforcement
action as recapturing conveyed property.

The monitoring agencies' attitude of helper rather than
enforcer and inaction on enforcing restrictions has, in our
opinion, contributed to the underutilization problem because
recipients believe that they can deviate from the plan without
consequences. Monitoring agencies are more interested in
getting eventual development and use relating to their agency
mission than in taking enforcement action.
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For example, BOR officials said that they will go along
with deviations in the plan as long as they believe that the
property will eventually be used. They stated that they
would work with an agency as long as needed within the re-
strictive period to get development, and also stated that,
in their opinion, it is not in the peoples' interest to re-
claim property to the Government.

HEW regional officials told us that plans submitted at
the time of application are conceptual and HEW expects devia-
tions. A reqional official said that there are political
penalties to be realized from taking enforcement action and
HEW must work with grantees on other programs. HEW, according
to the officjal, has a philosophy to work with the grantees
as much as possible to get eventual development for health or
educational uses.

ALTERNATIVE PUBLIC BENEFITS NOT CONSIDERED

In numerous cases where grantees have not developed the
property, the Federal agencies have not taken prompt enforce-
ment action and seldom exercise their power to repossess
property. 2As a result, when property is no longer needed
or is not being used for the purposes intended, they do not
consider disposal alternatives for increasing public benefits.

The right of the Federal Government to reclaim the prop-
erty is included in the document conveying the property. It
is effective if there is a breach of any of the conditions
and convenants, whether caused by a legal or other inability
of the grantee to perform. This right may be exercised at
the option of the conveying Federal agency with or without
the cooperation of the grantees and against all or part of
the conveyed property.

Property could be conveyed to another public agency or
nonprofit institution that shows a potential for increasing
public benefits.

Also, the enabling legislation for disposal of surplus
real property included leasing or issuing of permits as a
possible method of disposition. Recently, HEW amended its
Frogram regulations to provide specifically for leasing
surplus real property at a public benefit discount. While
this change is intended to benefit those educational and
public health institutions or programs with short-term
needs for property, such use could also be a valuable man-
agement tool to GSA in its overall program administration.
Lisposals by such means would enable GSA to retain control

25



of the property in those cases where further evaluation is
needed. Furthermore, GSA could manage the property to pro-
vide a maximum return to the Federal Government on any interim
use until a continuing puplic benefit could be provided by
conveyance of the property.

To achieve the greatest public benefit from surplus
property, the program should also include the sale of prop-
erty to private enterprises or public bodiess. In addition
to directly profiting the Federal Government, the sale of
property could increase the tax base and be of lasiing eco-
nomic benefit to the community. Thus, if the Federal agen-
cies would reclaim unused properties, GSA could dispose of
them by sale or lease. Many of the properties apparently
could also be used to provide other public benefits, as
illustrated by the following.

-~In 1969, HEW conveyed 10 acres to the Edmonds School
District No. 15 in Lynnwood, Washington, for construc-
tion of a special services center for mentally and/or
physically handicapped children. These facilities
have not been constructed and there has been no use
of the property as proposed. Prior to conveyance of
this property 6§ ~--= ago, there were several re-
qguests and in~ ‘oncerning the use of the prop-
erty for publ.. o¢., . including medical research,
park, recreation, anu .,ther educational purposes.

--Several organizations, including educational, health,
and public law enforcement, have expressed interest
in about 60 acres which BOR conveyed to Springfield,
Missouri, for park and recreation use in 1975. Al-
though no development has occurred, BOR noted no
compliance problems in its latest site inspection in
March 1977. Thus, no consideration has been given to
other uses for this property, which, based on GSA's
determination, could also include industrial use.

--Bremerton, Washington, received about 15 acres for
a park and recreation area in 19€6 but has not de-
veloped or used it. Several organizations, includ-
ing a hospital, church, Boy Scouts of America, and
private parties, have sought to acquire this property.

In some cases, circumstances or needs change after con-
veyance of property, and development or use as intended moy
not achieve the desired results or the greatest public
benefits. For example, the Ohio University Branch, at
Chillicothe, Ohio, recently decided that it would be a
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mistake to develop the school's major athletic facilities on
the conveyed property located about 5 miles from the campus.

Subsequent to our visit, the university requested abro-
gation of deed restrictions in order to sell the property,
which was conveyed in 1967. Chapter 3 contains further
details on this property.
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CHAPTER 3

PROPERTY USED FOR UNAUTHORIZED

PURPOSES AND TO GENERATE INCCME

Properties are being used for unauthorized purposes with-
out approval, and money earned is not being used properly. Use
of surplus properties for nonprogram purposes and to provide
revenue must have prior approval by the responsible Federal
agency. For properties transferred for health, educational,
or recreational purposes, such approval is only temporary,
Properties transferred tor airport purposes, however, may be
used to produce revenues on a permanent basis, but the re-
venues must be used to further the airport program.

TRANSFERS FOR AIRPORT PURPOSES

Some airport facilities and land may be used concurrently
for certain activities, such as cultivating low crops in run-
way clear zones or on an interim basis for other activities,
pending future aviation use. FAA must approve revenue-
producing activities. Grantees must maintain an inventory
showing the use of surplus airport properties and designating
the portions used to generate income. FAA is required to per-
iodically review the airports' financial transactions to as-
sure that revenues generated are applied to airport operations
and development. FAA is also requirad to review leasez or
rental agreement covering the surplus airport property to
assure that the airport receives a fair value.

At 12 of the 15 airports visited, revenues were not
directed toward supporting the airport activities. In z~om-
menting on a draft of this report, FAA addressed the use of
revenues at selected properties included in our review but
did not comment on its general guideline and procedures for
ensuring that revenues are applied to airport operations
and development.

FAA has not effectively controlled the use of these
properties and has permitted grantees to

-~-divert revenues to nonaviation purposes, such as
funding municipal government operations;

--negotiate leases at less than fair market value to
attract industry and compete unfairly with other in-
dustrial parks not benefiting from federally provided
property;
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--subsidize individuals and organizations using the
facilities; and

--continue low use cf airports, some of which have been
virtually abandoned for aviation purposes.

The lack of FAA action to monitor and control property
use has caused grantees to rely on the revenue, believing
that FAA condones their actions. Such grantees are unwilling
to reconvey property even though it is not needed for the
intended purpose.

At both the Galveston, Indiana, and Tracy, California,
airports, properties have been leased for farmina, without
FAA approval, from the time they were conveyed 30 years ago.

The entire property transferred to Tracy, California, was
leased to an individual for 15 years immediately after it
was conveyed. According to a memorandum from the city manager
to the city council, the lease holder paid only *taxes on the
property for the first 5 years. For the next 10 years, the
lessee paid $350 a year, or about S1 an acre. The lease,
extended through 1979, was modified to include payment of a
percentage of the receipts for piroducts produced. 1In comment-
ing on this case, FAA headquarters officials did not address
the lack of aeronautical activities or the fact that the
property has been leased for farming, without FAA approval,
since it was conveyed 30 years ago. They did, however, point
out FAA's policy of permitting income to be diverted to main-
tain another public airport controlled by the same grantee.

The use ¢f surplus airport property for industrial parks
and other nonaviation purposes is illustrated by the property
conveyed to Seymour, Indiana, in 1948. From the outset, about
1,400 acres were leased for farming, without FAA approval.
Also, 278 acres were released by FAA in 1958 from the
recapture-and-aeronautical-use obligations to develop an
industrial park. One hundred twenty acres of this land has
now been sold. Another 156 acres of airport laud were re-
turned to the grantee in 1962 for nonaeronautic revenue gen-
eration .Lfter the property had been used from 1954 through
1962 as a con:ractor-operated Federal rocket fuel research
facility.

Receipts from leasing of property at Seymour, Indiana,
totaled about $237,000 in 1976. However, the grantee ap-
parently has not sought to maximize the revenue for airport
purposes. The airport's management has leased property and
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provided utility rates to industrial park users at less

than fair market value. The community has also used the
property, witucut compensation, for a garbage dump, a city
garage, and an 86-acre recreational area. The grantee Staied
that Seymour's main concern was developing an industrial park.

In commenting on this case, FAA officials noted that the
city stores road equipment at th» airport and that the airport
benefits from this because the equipment is available if needed
on the airport. They did not comment on the city's use of
some of the property as a garbage dump and another portion
as a recreational area.

TRANSFERS FOR HEALTH ANL EDUCATIONAL PURPOSES

HEW regulations requ re approval when the transferee
desires to use property temporarily for a purpose other than
that for which it was transferred, and the revenues are to
be used to develop the property. In June 1978, HEW officials
stateu they have uniform guidelines for revenue-producing
activities, including dispostion of funds. In our opinion,
they have not been consistently applied. Of the 20 proper-
ties reviewed, 6 were being used for purposes other than
which the: had been conveyed, without HEW approval.

For example, in 1967 HEW conveyed 53 acres to the Ohio
University Branch at Chillicothe, Ohjo, for 3ports and physical
education facilities. In June 1977 only nominal development
and use of the property had occurred. Ahout half of the prop-
erty was being used for cattle grazing :i:¢um an adjacent farm
operated by the State of Ohio Correctiunal system. The State
also harvestzed hay from the property.

The conveyed property being grazed included the area
which had been a ball field. The area was fenced and an
electrical charge had been installed, as illustrated by the
photographs on page 31.
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ELECTRICAL CHAHIE INSTALLED ON
FENCE SURROUNLCING PROPERTY USED FOR
CATTLE GRAZING.

HEW has not obj.-ted to the grantee's lack of develop-
ment and was not aware that the property was being used for
cattle grazing. Following our visit to the site, the grantee
requested and HEW has accepted abrogation of the deed re-
strictions based on the 1967 property value, in order to sell
the property. HEW officials stated that the university will
be given credit for utilization to the summer of 1972, and
that it will pay the Government $41,067, representing 83.3
percent of the original fair market value.
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Another instance of unauthorized use involved the
Hutchinson Community Junior College, Hutchinson, Kancsas. The
school acquired 436 acres and 5 buildings in 1969 for
agricultural research and education, tree farming, and a golf
course. In Decembcr 1977 the school was using only 80 acres
for tree farming. The remaining acres have never been used
as proposed. One hundred acres have been rented to a private
firm at no cost for experimental planting, testing, and
research. The arrangement between the firm and the college
appears to be for exchange of services whereby training is
provided to agriculture students at the firm's expense. HEW's
regional personnel were not aware of this arrangement and,
when we discussed it with them, stated that it did not com-
ply with HEW regulations.

In commenting on a draft of this report, HEW headquarters
officials stated that:

“According to regional office contacts with the
transferee's representatives, there has been no
renting or leasing of the property. Experiments
in grass resiliency required cattle arazing on

a controlled basis. The cattle provided by a
local farmer were used in this experiment rather
than purchasing cattle. There was no exchange
of funds.*

They did not comment on the situation of an additional
120 acres being leased for pasture and another 120 acres
used for alfalfa and hay crops which are sold to local
farmers. HEW regional personnel have not gquestioned this
even though the grantee is deriving unauthorized revenue.

TRANSFERS FOR RECREATIONAL PURPOSES

Deeds conveying recreational property specifically bar
leasing except to another eligible Government agency. Never-
theless, grantees have leased the property to private parties
and, in some cases, with BOR approval. Of che 26 properties
reviewed, 6 were being used for unauthorized purposes wich
the grantees receiving revenues.

In commenting on a draft of this report BOR officials
stated that it has been their policy not to authorize nonrecrea-
tion revenue-producing activities on former surplus properties.
They stated that there have been a few cases of property
recipients leasing land for farming purposes and when they
became aware of it, immediate action was taken to correct
the situation. This has not happened in all cases.
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For example, in 1972, BOR transferred 139 acres and 12
buildings to Milan, Michigan, for develcpment of a park
and recreation area. Considerable slippage in the property
development occurred and only about 20 percent was completed
at the time of our visit. The grantee has leased a iarge
portion of the property for farming since 1974. The lease,
estimated to include 70 to 80 acres, was unecuthorized for
the first 2 years. BOR authorized 1 year leases in October 1975
and agein in April 1977.

In July 1978, BOR officials stated that they met with
city officials in January 1978, and followed Ufp with a le’ ter
calling for a stop to the cropping and an updating of it-
utilization plan to provide for recreational use or return
the property. They stated that the city has complied start-
ing with a recreational gardening program. They stated also
that they plan to meet with city officials to authorize better
ways to increase public use and possibly to revise the utiliza-~
tion program.

Another example involved the Johnson County Park Recrea-
tion District which acquired 172 acres and 6 buildings at
Olathe, Kansas, in 1974, to develop a park. The park,
scheduled to be fully developed by 1978, has less than one-
third of the property developed in November 1977. None of
the buildings had been developed as proposed. About one-half
of the developed portion, or 25 acres, has been leased by the
grantee for a motorcycle field track. BOR has not authorized
the lease which provided for payment to the grantee on the
basis of gross receipts. 1In commenting on this, BOR officijals
agreed that development has been minimal but noted that the
county has displayed a conscientious effort to provide recrea-
tion and secure development funds. They agree also that the
property had been leased to a motorcycle club without BOR
appioval. They noted, however, that they have since reviewed
a new lease agreement and approved it for a l-year use. They
stated that the grantee has requested permission to volun-
tarily return to the Federal Government about 20. acres and
a large building which could be used for other purposes.

(See app. VI for property conveyed for wildlife conserva-
tion included in our review.)
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CHAPTER 4

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

CONCLUSIONS

Many transfers of surplus Federal real properties to
public agencies and nonprofit institutions benefit the public.
For others, however, grantees have not fulfilled their part
of the agreement with the Federal Government to provide
public benefits. Properties have not been fully developed
or used as proposed.

In many cases grantees are using the properties for pur-
pc3~s other than for which it was conveyed, and some are
using them for revenue-producing activities without approval
of the appropriate Federal agency. In cases where revenue-
producing activities were approved, some grantees have used
the revenue for purposes other than to develop the properties
as required.

Once properties are conveyed, a proper monitoring and
enforcement program should assure that the property is used
as intended or reverted to the Federal Government for other
disposal action. Agencies, however, are not adequately
monitoring property use. They are not always advising grantees
of noncompliance or the possibility of property being returned
to the Federal Government.

Some grantees, therefore, may feel that the Federal Govern-
ment condones the nondevelopment or unauthorized use of the
property. Some are unwilling to reconvey properties even
though they are not needed for the purposes conveyed because
the grantees rely on the properties' income.

The Federal agencies have not acted promptly and selcdom
exercise their option for revertirg property and considering
alternative disposal actions as a means of achieving continued
public benefits. Rather than have the property remain un-
developed and not used, or used for purposes which do nct
provide benefits to the general public, we believe the prop-
erty should be made available to other public ageuncies or
GSA should dispose of it by sale. In addition to funds
accruing to the Federal Goverrment, sale of the property
could increase the tax base and provide a continuing economic
benefit to a community.
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In our opinion circumstances surrcunding the lack of
development and use of these properties and similar circumstances
relating to other properties would require that the Federal
agencies either (1) work with the grantees to assure that the
property will be fully developed to provide the public benefit
or (2) in those cases where the grantees cannot or will not
develop the property, act to cause 1t to revert to the Federal
Government.

We believe that GSA has not played a strong enough role
toward controlling and administering the program to ensure
that public benefits are derived. GSA lacks accurate in-
ventory records and does not systematically review activities
of monitoring agencies.

RECOMMENDAT IONS

To strengthen program adminstration and management of
the surplus real property program, we recommend that the
Administrator of General Services, in coordination with
other sponsoring Federal Agencies, take actions necessary
to:

--Compile and maintain an inventory of surplus real
property conveyed with Federal restrictions.

~-Establish and maintain records on program activities,
including number of properties under Federal restric-
tion, number reviewed, and number in noncompliance.

--Strengthen "SA's involvement for ensur ing program
compliance by establishing systematic controls for
reporting on all compliance investigations by the
various Federal agencies.

To improve program control and increase public use and
benefits from Federal surplus real property, we recommend that
the Secretaries of Transportation, the Interior, and Health,
Education, and Welfare take actions necessary to:

--Require moie critical reviews of applications for
property to assure that it is transferred to applicants
who can achieve the desired public benefits and have
a realistic plan to maintain, develop, and use the
property requested.

--Establish an aggressive monitoring and enforcement pro-
gram to ensure continued use and development of the
property in accordance with the approved development
plan.
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--Develop uniform guidelines and procedures for revenue-
producing activities, including adequate control on
reporting, use, and disposition of funds.

--Reclaim the property and return title to the Federal
Government where property or any substantial portion
of it is not being used or developed for the purpose
conveyed and in accordance with the transfer terms.
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APPENDIX

Case

w & N

o~

10
11
12
13
14

15
16
17
18

19
20

III

APPENDIX III

SELECTED PHUFERTIES KEVIEWED THAT wERE

COUNVEYED FGK_EDUCATION AND HEALTH PUKPOSES

Grantee

Milwaukee Area Technical College

Kent State University

Ohio University Chillicothe Branch

County Board of School Trustees,
Will County, Illinois

Lake Superior State College

L'Anse Creuse Pyblic Schools
Kansaz Technical Institute
School District No. 1,
Omaha, Nebraska
Collcge of Usteopathic Medicine
and Surgery
Mehlville School District R-9
Clinton Community School District
Hutchinson Community Junior College
City of Des Moinvs, lowa
Board of Regents, University of
Nehraska
Edmonds School District No. 1S5
North Roseburg Sanitary District
Washinpton State Board for
Cormuntty College Education
San Luis Obispo County Board of
Education
Santa Ana Uni€ied Schocl Districe
Torrance Unified School District

lotal--20 arantees

Years
property
in hands

Property conveyed of

Property Date grantee

location (mo./yr.) Acreage Value at 12-31-77
Milwaukee, Wis. 170 62 $ 800,000 8
Kent, Ohio 2/ 69 283 22,000 Y
Chlllticothe, Ohto 5/67 53 49,000 11
Elwood, I111. 8/ 20 45,000 3
Sault Ste, Marie,

Mich. 1/69 1 16,000 9
Mount Clcmens, Mich, 5/69 16 38,000 9
Salina, Kans. 11/66 182 2,100,000 11
Douglas County,

Nebr. 12/71 31 157,000 6
Des Moines, lowa 3763 86 85,000 15
St. Louis County, Mo. 5/66 46 56,000 12
Clinton, lowa 11/72 11 40,000 5
Hutchi +son, Kans, 12 /69 436 50,000 8
Des Moines, Iowa 11/72 94 262,000 5
Sidney, Nelr. 8/70 2,410 361,000 7
Lyunwood, Wash. 2/69 10 60,000 9
Roseburg, Oreg. 5/66 5 3,000 12
Vancouver, Wash. 10/74 23 250,000 3
San Luis Obispo,

Calif. 1/72 47 56,000 6
Santa Ana, Calif. 6/67 21 561,000 11
Torrance, Calif. 6/66 17 1,042,000 12

&L 6030
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APPENDIX III

Proposed development or use

APPENDIX III

Comments on development &nd use of property at }12-31-77

Case Time frame
no. Description established?
1 S§kill center with adult Yes
technica! triining
progran«
2 Research and study area-- Yes
biological science
3 Major facilities for Yes
physical ed. and
athletic programs
4 School and ecology No
program
5 Aquatic research and No
study-~lab and dock
facilities
6 Elementary school Yes
7 Instruction and support Yes
facilities
8 Relocation of Nebraska No
Technical Institute
9 Teaching clinic and No
hospital; supplemental
reseatch and library
facilities
10 Elementary and junior . No
high schools, athletic
facilities
11 Storage facilties and jr. No

high athletic facilities

Property had not been developed or used as proposed.
In Nov., 1977 the grantee passed a resolution for exchange
of property with the city of Milwaukce, thus, accepting
in principle a proposal for relinguishing interest in the
trosferred property for educational purposes.

Property, located about 17 miles from the university
campus, was partly developed. However, it was poorly main-
tained and nut in use for approved purposes. Grantee no-
tified HEW in June 1376, of decision to revert property to
the Federszl Government; however, subsequently, the grantee
requested retention of the property which was approved Ly
HEW.

Nominal development and use of the property. Un-
authorized use for cottle grazing. Subsequent to our re-
view, grantee reques.ed release and abrogation of deed
restrictions to sell the property.

Property had not been developed as proposed. A bus
garage and underground fuel tanks were constructed on the
property without authorization by HEW. Grantee was also
deriving revenue from the property which was being farmed
under an unwritten lease. ~“n Mar. 1977 HEW approved an
amended use program which contained no provision for con-
struction of a school. HEW headquarters officials later
told us that on 3/30/78, HEW approved a change in use to
include school bus storage and maintenance; and in Feb.
1978, the grantee remitted 51,350 representing fair
market rental for unauthorized leasing.

Construction or other development of this property
had not occurred. Property is now being reverted to the
Federal Government. HEW headquarters officials later
told us that a reverter notice was mailed on June 7, 1978.

No development of this property which was conveyed
under a deferred use agreement providing for annual
payments to the Federal Government for a period of 8
yrs. At the end of this period, & 100-percent allow-
ance would be granted on the unpaid balance of the
acquisition value subject to compliance by the grantee
with the terms for development and use of the property.
The grantee failed to comply within the time frames
and in July 1977 submitted an amendment to HEW to use
the property as & neighborhood play area and for
ecological studies. HEW approved the amended use plan
with development scheduled tc be implemented in the
spring of 1978. HEW officials later told us that the
transferor paid $25,506, about 65% of fair market value
of the property, at the time of transfer.

Property had not been fully developed or used,
In Oct. 1974 33 acrea were returned to the Federal
Government. In addition, the grantee nhad leased about
26 acres to the U.S. Army. Federal restrictions will
end on this property in 1986,

The property has not been developed, as proposed.
Gzantee 8 planning to return the property to the Fed-
eral Government. HEW officials stated that a notice
of reverter was filed by HEW on May 10, 1978, and the
report of excess was delivered to GSA on May 15, 1978.

Property had not been developed as proposed. In
Oct. 1968 grantee reverted 62 acres to the Federal
Government and HEW authorized a release and adbrogation
of deed restrictions on an additional 6 acres. Grantee
had not prepared new utilization plans for the remain-
ing 18 acres. rederal restrictions on the property
will end in 1983, According to HEW, a utilization
survey is scheduled for late summer,

Grantee constructed an elementary school and was
utilizing about 20 acres. Grantee had no tirm plans
for use of the remaining egtimated 26 acres. Federal
restrictions on the property will end in 1986.

Property was not being used as proposed and

grantee wanted to return property to the Federal
Government .,
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APPENDIX III

Proposed development or use

Case

no. Description

12 Educational and jpstruc-
tional area and golf
course

13 Police and tire academies
with training facilities

14 Education demonstration;
agriculture research
and extension

15 Educational service center
for handicapped

16 Sewage treatment facili-
ties

17 College recreational
facilities

18 Special ed., facilities--
physical and mentally
handicapped

19 Elementary schoo) and
high school

20 More classrooms for

existing elementary
school and expangion

of adjacent high school
facilities for physical
ed. and athletic program

Yen

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Time frame
established?

APPENDIX III

Comments on _development and use of property at 12-31-77

Property partly developed. However, most Of the
property had been rented or leased to private parties
for agricultural purposes without HEW authorjization,

Grantee had used only about 20 acres for development
of a regional police academy. The fire academy, as well
as the full range of planned training facilities for the
police academy, however, had not been provided as pProposed.
HEW has permitted the grantee to retain the uynuged prop-
erty, consisting of about 74 acres, even though the
approved development and use was no longer plannea for
the property. Grantee wanted to use the property for
expansion of adjacent golf course.

Grantee was leasing about 1,280 acres to private
party for cattle grazing without HEW author ization.
Federal restrictions on this property are for 20 years.

No development of this property, which was conveyed
under a deferred use agreement, has occurred., 1In Jan,
1977 HEW approved an amended utilization program which
changed the proposed us from an educational gervice
center for handicapped o uge for an outdoor education
program.

The City of Rosetb g was using slightly over 1
acre of this property r its golf course at the time
this property was conv ed. 1In 1972 HEW concluded
that such use did not .rt the grantee's utilization
program and that the er roachment over a minor portion
of the property did not constitute a noncompl jance
8ituation., The city has also deeded adjacent land
to the grantee for its Sewage treatment plant gjite as
a replacement for the land being used for tne golf
course. HEW had interposed no objections as long
as the formal exchange of land occurs after the Fed-
eral restrictions imposed by the quit claim deed
expire in May 1987.

Property had not been fully developed or used as
proposed. Although the approved utilization plan
cites development cost of $75,000, the grantee antic-
ipates a total cost of about $1.5 million., Funds,
however, were not currently budgeted nor have time

frames been revised since funding was not avajlable.

Property had not been rully developed due to a
change in plans for placerent of these students near
other schools, rather tnan at isolated schools as
proposed with this property utilization.

Approximately half of the property conveyed had
not been developed and put into educational ugse. No
definite plans existed for the undeveloped area.

In 1967 10 of the 17 acres were transferred to
another grantee for vocational training facilities.
The remaining 7 acres, however, were never developed
or used as proposed. The property was being used as
2 maintenance and storage area and was enclosed by
a chain~link fence topped with barbed wire. Although
the grantee nad no definite plans for the use of this
property at the time of our 2ct. 1977 visit, an amend-
ment for the pPrevailing use was submitted and approved
by HEW in December 1977. Federal restrictions on this
property will end in 1966.
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APPENDIX 1V

Case

~Nh e W N

L]

SELECTED PROPERTIES REVIEWED THAT WERE

CONVEYED FOR PARK AND RECREATION PURPOSES

Grantee

City of Milan, Michigan
ity of Mighwood, Illinois
State of Wisconsin

Village of Elwood, lllinois

City of Chillicothe, Ohio

Clinton Township, Mt. Cl , Mich.

Johnson Cc. Park & Recreation
District

Johnson Co. Park & Recreation
District

City of Kansss City, Missourdi

City of Springfield, Missouri

City of Kansas City, Missouri

City of Pocatello, Idaho

State of Oregon

State of Wagshington

King County, Washington

City of Bremerton, Washington
State of Washington

State of Washington

xing County, Washington

Kxing County, Washington

City of Bverett, Washington
Kitsap County, Washington
Snohomish County, Washington
Ccity of Bremerton, Washington
County of Mercad, Califorais

Co. of San Luls Obispo,
California

Total--19 grantees

Property
location

Milan, Mich.

Highwood, T11l.

Fort McCoy, Monroe Co.,
Wis.

Elwood, 11l.

Chillicothe, Ohio

McComb County, Mich.

DeSato, Kans,

Olathe, Kans.
Kansas City, Mo,
Springfield, Mo.
Kansas City, Mo.
Pocat 1daho
Ros/ “reg.
Balioc-w, aland
Kitsap Cu., Wash.
Vashon Island, Wash.
Bremerton, Wash.
Kitsap Co., Wash.
whidbey lslard,
Island Co., Wash,
Renton, Wash.
Cougar Mountain, Wash.
Everett, Wash.
Hangville, Wagh,
Darrington, Wash,
Bremerton, Wash,
Merced, Calif,

Saa Luis Obispo, Calif.
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Years
propert):
Property conv.yed in 2:"“
Date grantee

(mo./yr.) Acreage Value at 12-31-77
4/72 139 % 100,000 6
11/73 1 60,000 4
11/72 161 15,000 5
8/74 125 280,000 3
1/75 5 8,000 3
2/13 19 123,000 5
5/74 68 75,000 4
8/74 172 440,000 ki
/72 28 134,000 5
3/75 59 122,000 3
4/74 8 213,000 4
4/60 42 57,000 18
12/56 16 9,000 21

( 4/60 58 167,000)

( 3/62 79 152,000) 18
6/60 11 18,000 18
3/68 15 27,000 10
9/70 111 500,000 7

(11/65 204 115,000)

(7/74 20 250,000} 12
10/72 5 17,000 5
12/6i 39 70,000 10
8/12 60 450,000 3
6/69 12 28,000 0

11/72 40 36,000 ]
6/68 27 57,000 10

71/73 25 30,000)

(10/73 18 16,000) S
“n 720 1,052,000 6

2,284  $4,621,000



APPENDIX IV

Case
no.

2

3

10

11

12

13

Proposed development or use

Descziption

Rec. area; tree nursery;
tratl system; golf
courgse study

Landscape and park benches

System of trails with sup-~
porting facilities for
snowmobiles, motorcycles,
and hikers; parking lots,
utilities, picnic areas

Major recreational area and
complex including museum,
library, swimming pool,
and related facilities

Roadside park; picnic area;
shelter; uti’ities; and
telated facilities

General recteation and
Pichic area with related
facilities

Park; picnic arca; atniet-
ics tiela and r<lateq
facilities; reforesta-
tion

Patk &nd related facili-
ties; feasidility study
on use of indoor qym and
swimming pool

Nature study area and
neighborhood park

Recreation and park area
with related facilities

Open space and neighborhood
park

General park and recreation
area with related facili-
ties, including swimming
pool

Day use park with utilities
and telated facilities

Time Irama
estaplisaed?

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

APPENDIX IV

Comments on development and
use ot property at 12-31-79

Property had not been fully developed. Land set aside for
a golf coursc, abcut 100 acres, had been leased for crop farm-
ing on an annua) basis which was not always authorized by BOR.
A contracted study on the feasibility of constructing a golf
course on this property concluded ir June 1977 that such devel-
OPment was not economically feasible,

Ptoperty had been cleaned up but not developed as proposed.
The grantee was planning no further development fcr this prop-
erty which has no direct access to any residential area and is
situated in an area of commercially zoned propertieg. A sian
was not erected, as required by the deed of conveyance, to show
that the property is a park Or recreation area which is or will
be made avajlable for such use by the general public.

Cvoperty haa not been developed as proposed. Subsequent
Lo acquis.*i6n  .he grantee Proposed thet the property be used
as a public hunting area with no formal development ior cutdoor
recreational purposes. The qrantee further offered to return
the property to the Federal Government should the proocsed use
conflict with the Federa! ptogram guidelines. BOR approved tre
change in the program of utilization even though they :nad ear-
lier informed the grantes that such uge i8 not an acceptable
recreational use and tends to be t.o restrictive. Since the
property is used strictly for hunting and wildlife ceonservation,
the grantee has not encouraged use of the property for other
trecreational purposes. The required sign indicating the avail-
ability of this ptoperty to the general public as a park or
teCteation area, likewise, had not been erected by the grantee.
The grantee has realized revenue from the sale of timber fr.m
this property. BOR was not aware of the tree harvesting.

Property nad been part]y developed and opened to the public
fot the first time in the summer of 1977. Considerable slipnage
has occutred in the performance and development of this ptoperty
a4s proposel. The approved utilization program represents a very
ambitious undertaking cor the grantee whose only source of fund-
ing for development of the recreation complex was unauthorized
leasing of the property for farming purposes.

A sign had been erected on this property indicating it was
& Clty park. However, there had been no development of the park
a8 proposed. The property was fenced and there was no public
access. The estimated cost for development of the property,
located outside the city limits, was considerably understated
since there was no provision for water and sewers which ate
required.

Property had not been developed as proposed.
property was in the process of being cleared.

At Nov. 1977,

Property had no development or use. Property was fenced
and a sign: "U.S. Government Propetty--No Trespassing” was
posted.

Approximately 50 of the 172 acres had been developed and
placed in use. The grantee had leagsed, without BOR apptoval,
about half of the developed area for construction of a motor-~
cycle course which is controlled by the lessee on a fee basis,

Property had not been fully developed as proposed. Part of
property was used as a trash dump.
Development of this Property had not started. Existing

pProperty fence is a perimeter Security fence for a penitentiary
whicn must te relocated before use &8 a park and recreation area.

No development had occurred, as proposed, on thisg Property--
the front yard of a Veterans Aaministraticn hospital.

end in 1980, at which time the grartee will have unrestricted
control over the use and/or disposal of the property.

Property had not been developed in accordance with original
utilization program. The plan was revigsed about 17 years after
transfer of the property; however, there has been slippage in
the develcpment, and most cf the Property has not been used.
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APPENDIX IV

16

17

12

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

Description

General park putpoce,
including residence for
ranger, roads, facili-

« ties, and 100 campsites

General park aroca, recrea-
tional facilities, and
beach area

Nature trail system,
picnic area, facilities,
and utilities

State Park, including
picnic, swimming, camp-
ing areas

State Park with picnicxing
and overnight camping
areas

Picnic, tot-lot, benches,
and related facilities

Day-use park area includ-
ing utilities

Cutdoor activities, in-
cluding trails and
campsites

Park and recrsaiiun area,
roads, parking, and
picnic areas

Ski and tobaygan runs

Day-use park with trails,
picnic areas, and re-
lated facilities

Primitive outdoor recrea-
tional ares for camping,
hiking, and nature study

Regional park including
roads, utiiitles, camp-
ing, wildlife, arbore-
tum, amphitheater, and
golf coutrse

establisnea?

No

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

APPENDIX IV

Comments on development and
use ot property at 1:-31-77

Property was open to public but had not been dcveloved as
propos:d. Federal restrictions end in 1980 on the 58 acres and
in l%oz, on the 73 acres.

Property had nominal development. federal restrictions on

this property end in )980.

Property had no development.

Property huad no development and wes closed to the public.
There arte no signs at the entrance to the property. A water -
front sign, however, identified the property as being held
future development but forbidding access.

Property closed to the public and rad not been developed.

Property had no development. It was encicsed with a chain-
link fence and was being used for grazing of horses under a
S-year lesase which was to have ended in Oct. 1975. The grazing
continued, however, and in Oct. 1977 BUR rnotified the grantee
to remove the livestock.

Property had not heen developed and the general public was
not allowed on the property.

No development undertaken on this propertyv,

Propeity had been poorly maintained with min*mat public
use.

Property had not been developed as proposed. BOR approved
a revised timetable for development in 1975. The grantee had not
yet erected the required sign indicating avallability of this
ptoperty to the general public as a park or fecreation area.

Property had not been developed as provosed and there was
no evider.ce of vse of the property indicated.

Property had not been developed and was closed to the
public. The property has a locked gate and cyclone fence,
topped with barbed wire. It 1s heavily weeded and there was
no 8ign, as required, denoting the site as a public park.

Property had not been fully developed as proposed and tre

grantee was permitting part of the property to be used for
cattle grazing without approval by BOR.
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APPENDIX V

Case
no.

1

10

11

12

13

14

15

PUBLIC_ AIRT

T

PURPOSES

_Property conveyed

Grantee and “TBate

location of property (mo./yr.) Acreage
City of Hornorsville, Mo. 5/48 625
City of Campbell, Mo. 8/48 807
City of Jetmore, Kans. 10/48 1,180
City of Oxford, Kans. 5/48 540
City of Ingall, Kans. 5/48 640
City «f Edna, Xuns, 3748 640
‘ity of Corvallis, Oreq. 1748, 1,900

8/48

City of Turlock, Calif. /47 621
City of Tracy, Calif.-- 6/48 396
New Jerusalem Airport
City of Sacramento, Calif. 7/47 641
City of Galveston, Ind. 10/47 271?
City of Converse, Ind. 10/47 250
City nf Columbus, Ind. 1/48 817
Municipal Airport
Citv of Columbus, Ind. 3/72 1,991
Bakalar Airport
City of Seymour, Ind. 11/48 2,234

Facilities
Beacon Towe-,
3,000' turf runway,
2,640* asphalt runway
3,000' asphalt runway

7 asphalt-concrete
runways or taxiways

2 turf runways,
3,000' each

*,000"' concrete runways,
est. 100-acre concrete
slab

S runways

40 bu..dings and facili-
ties, taxiways, and rur -
ways

S buildings and asphalt
pads coverina about
58 acres

2 runways, parking area,
and fencing

4 asphalt
3 taxiways

5 buildings,
runways, and

paved pad covering about
0 acres

paved pad covering
58 acres

2 buildings, ? runways
(4,500' each), taxiways

144 buildings, 2 runways

(5,600' «ach)
132 by 3.n45, 4 runways
R0 07 eact ), taxiways,

an * beacons
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APPENDIX
Years
property

hands

of grantee Latest

at_12-31-77 FAA visit
10 1973
29 1973
29 1976
30 1976
33 1976
30 1973
30 1975
30 1979
30 1970
31 1969
30 1976
20 1371
30 1970
3 1976
29 19~
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Case

no.

[

APPENDIX V

Cornments on development and use of alrport property
at 12-31-77

The airport, one of four within a 20-mile radius, had about eight based aircraft. The
grantee has leased or rented about 430 acres for crop production since acquisition of the
property 30 years ago. The grantee was currently receiving about §75 per acre from this
farming. The grantee had no approved utilization program for the property and lacked a current
alrport layout plan as tequired. Revenues derived by the grantee had been routinely diverted
for nonairport purposes, with FAA approval, up to June 1977. FAA has since disallowed further
diverting of revenues until recommended airport improvements have been made. The grantee
questioned the economic justification for significant airport expenditures; one estimate was
for about $1/4 million, whiich would benefit so few people. Accordinaly, the grantee had no
plane to expand the airport. The grantee, however, does not want to lose any portion of the
property and stated that if FAA pushed them, they would spend the revenues being derived from
the airport property to improve and expand the airport rather than lose the revenue on any of
the land involved. FAA stated that in 1976 it reviewed the work needed at the airport and
found that it would cost under $100,000.

The airport, with about eight based aircraft, is one of several within a 20-mile radius.
Over 600 acres have been leased or rented for crop farming, which currently generated an
average income of about $44 per acre for the grantee., The grantee did not have an approved
airpo.t layout plan, s required, to show all existing ar. planned facilities and structures
on the airport property. Th grantee guestioned the need for developing a utilization pro-
gram and for increasing expenditures for the airport since there were so few aircraft using
the facilities. Although FAA had, in the past, apprrved the diversion of airport revenues
for nonaviation uses, such as city streets, it had currently disapproved any further diversion
of revenues until ap airport layout plan is provided. The grantee estimated that for the air-
port property there is normally an excess of revenues over expenditures of $20,000 annually.
The property has also been used for skeet shooting without FAA review and approval as required.

The airport, which has no based aircraft, has been seldom used. Although the grantee
believes that further expenditures for airport development are not justified, these are being
made to maintain the airport property which is in compliance with FAA requirements. A land-
use plan had not been prepared. All pavement has been abandoned and ciused, except for an
apton and portion of taxiway which is nuw being used for a runway. Almnst all of remaining
pavement is overgrown with vegetation. About 1,000 acres have been lexzscd for farming. In
1976 the grantee showed receipts from farming and related agrigulture usev which averaged
abnut $7 per acre. The grantee also showed revenues being derived from an 7il lease and
Federal payments made under a farm support program. Funds had been diverted to nonairport
activities, with FAA approval.

The airport hags had little or no use. FPor example, the airport manager could recall
only one instance when it was used. There were no aircraft based at the airport and the
grantee did not have any land-use plan for the property. About 600 acres were leased for
farmino purposes from which the grantee received about $35 per acre in 1976. Receipts in
prior years also included Federal farm support payments, . Airport revenue was diverted without
FAA approval for nonaviation purposes, such as community streets, sewers, and police cars.

At the same time, scheduled airport improvements weie not made.

Use of the airport was limited almost exclusively to a crop-spraying firm. This firm
maintained the airport runway in lieu ¢of rental or lease charges for the facilities. The
grantee r.ceived revenue from farming about 300 acres. This revenue amounted to about
$13 per acre for crop year 1975 and has included Federal crop-support payments. Funds ware
diverted for nonairport purposes without PAA approval.

There were no based aircraft at this airport. About 600 acres have been used for farming
purposes; in 1975 these produced revenue of about $15 per acre for the grantee. Federal pay-
ments under a farm-support program were also received by the grantee in prior years. The
grantee diverted revenue, without FAA authorization, for various unrelated airport uses, such
as city salaries and repairs on other city properties,

The grantee had leased about BNO acres of the airport property for farming purposes;
300 acres of which had not been authorized by FAA. An additional 80 acres was also provided
for an industrial park development.

In 1951 FAA released the deed restrictions on this property to permit the grantee to
sell 306 acres and to use the proceeds to extend the airport runway. This land was sold for
$26,050, but the work was never performed by the grantee. 1In 1974 the grantee executed a
25-year lease on 257 acres for agricultural purposes. The grarntee also executed a S-year
lease for 3 acres in 1974 for airport operations.
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Case
no,

10

11

12

14

Commants on development and use of airport property
at 12-31-77

This property was conveyed for use as a public airport and is one of two airports owned
and operated by the City of Tracy. There were no aircraft based at the New Jersualem air-
port and, except for some student "touch and go" practices and seasonal crop-dusting opera-
tions, there were no aeronautical activities. Currently there are "No Trespassing”™ signs on
the property which, since conveyance in 1948, has been leased almost exclusively for agri-
cultural purposes. 1In addition two natural gas wells have been drilled and were in operation
on the airport Property. Cne of the gas welis is adjacent to the single runway currently
considered “open."

Grantee financial records comingle funds of the lfracy, New Jerusalem, and the municipal
airports and do not provide separate accounting details on receipts and disbursements, In
a 1970 memorandum, however, the grantee stated the following:

"The City of Tracy has done no maintenance on the runway surfaces them-
selves since it was acquired from the Federal government in 1948, The
mineral rights on this property have been tetained hy the previous owner,
the Tracy Land and Development Company, and the P, G. & E. (Pacific Gas
and Electric) Company has drilled several gas wells on the propetrty ang
they are now pumping from these wells. This revenue from the mineral
rights does not come to the City of Tracy."

Accordingly, the only revenue from the airport property has been from the agricultural
leaaes which, since 1948, have been executed with the same party. Initially, the entire
airport property, including the landing strips, were leased for a 15-year period on a no
rental basis for agricultural purposes. After 5 years this lease, however, was amended to
provide a rental tee of $350 which was less than $1 per acte for the cunveyed property.
Starting in 1963 subsequent renewals of the lease, which currently extends through 1979,
provided modifications which excluded the runway areas and added a fixed percentage of crop
receipts to the base rental fee of §350. Revenues derived from the agricultural lease cur-
tently ranged from $35,000 to $60,000, annualiy, or from about $95 to $163 per acre, Funds
were being diverted from the Tracy airport to municipal airport with FAA approval,

In 1959 PAA authorized the release and sale of 144 acres of the airport property to the
county for a jail. The remaining 497 acres were retained as a relief airport for the
Sacramento Executive Airport. Almost all of this property is farmed by the county sheriff's
department on a nocharge basis. Prisoners farm the property with all revenue going to the
sheriff's department. No written lease exists for this use. 1In 1967 a 35-year agreement
with the Amekapo Petroleum Corporation for drilliug oil and gas on the airport ended with no
drilling taking place.

Aircraft owners started using this airport for their base of operation around 1975,
Total operations were estimated to number between 45,000 and 60,000, annually, at the time of
review. However, no fees were being charged to the airport users,

No maintenance or development of this Property for a public airport occurred since con-
veyance. There has been very little aeronautical use. In 1964 the airport was closed due to
high growth of weeds in landing strips and has been officially closed since 197]. About
200 acres have been lecsed annually faor farming purposes since the PIoperty was conveyed in
1947. Net revenues, which in 1976 amounted to about $98 pPer acre, have been diverted to other
city uses without FAA approval.

This airport has had nominal aeronautical use. About 160 acres have been leased for
tarming which in 1974 generated income of about $62 per acre for the grantee. Part of the
tevenue, however, has been used for nonaviation purposes with FAA approval. The grantee has
also constructed a hangar, without FAA approval as required, which may be a safety hazard due
to the close proximity of the structure to the designated landing strip.

This surplus property is one of two conveyed to the grantee. It has not been a public
airport si~ce 1972 when it was teplaced by the conveyance of another surplus airport property
which is now the Bakalar Airport. (See case no. 14.) The entire property has been released
from designation and used as an airport and leased for farming, industrial use, and vehicle-
testing grounds. 1In 1975 revenue totuled about $62,9006. FAA approved a release of deed re-
strictions in June 1972 with teverue to be applied to the other surplus airport conveyed to
the grantee ;see case no. 14). i.so, the use of this airgHrrt as a revenue-generating source
for another airport is not in agreement with FAA regilations since _he propetties are not
physically connected.

This surplus Property is the second airport conveyance to the grantee. (See case no. 13.)
Revenue sources included farm and industrial leases. 1In 1976 a total of $278,000 was received
from these nonaeronautical sources. 1In addition, the grantee received 545,000 from acronau-
tical uses. The grantee diverted funds for remodeling leased facilities at the airport without
FAA approval and has leased facilities at less than fair market value for educational and other
community needs. Rent-free use of facilities is also provided to the National Guard.
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no

Comments on development and use of airport property
at_12-31-71

The grantee has emphasized the industrial development of the surplus property conveyed
pecause of the important revenue-generating potential. About 1,400 acres have been leased for
farming since the property was acquired. FPAA authorized the release of deed restrictions on
about 278 acres for development of an indu~trial park by the grantee; 120 acres of which were
sold. In 1962 156 acres, which the Fer.cal Government recaptured from the initial conveyance
in 1948 for a contract-—operated rese-.cch facility, was reconveyed to the grantee for nonaero-
nautical revenue-generating purposes. In 1976 the grantee received about $237,000 from the
various nonaeronautical revenue Bou(ces.

FPAA had not reviewed and approved the extensive rentals, leases, or utility rates involved
in the use of this property. Grantee executed leases at less than fair value, including
trent-free use of facilities by the city and an industrial lease for $20 per acre pe. year for
50 years without any escalator clause on rental rates. Also, industrial park residents were
provided utilities at less than direct cost.

Grantee has used revenue for nonairport purposes without PAA approval as required.
significant amounts have bcen spenc on industrial developments including rail spur, water
systems, and streets. Priority airport needs were not met eaven though considerable surplus
revenues had accumulated. Grantee also requested and FAA has approved, since 1972, Federal
financia)l assistance grants for airport development under the Airport Development Aid Program
as well as additional releases on the maintenance of airport runways and taxiways.
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